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amount each year for the development 
of farm-to-market roads. The Commis¬ 
sioner of Public Roads, Mr. Thomas H. 
MacDonald, spoke in favor of the bill. 
General Fleming, Commissioner of Pub¬ 
lic Works, favored the bill. No one ap¬ 
peared in opposition to the bill. It was 
reported unanimously by the Public 
Works Committee. Three identical bills 
hare been introduced in the other body 
by three different Senators. The Presi¬ 
dent recommended the passage of such 
measure in his message to the Congress 
on January 3 of this year. This bill will 
not require a single dollar of appropria¬ 
tions from the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Does the 
extension apply to the farm-to-market 
roads as well as to the primary system? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. It certainly does, 
as well as the development of the high¬ 
ways in the urban areas. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The bill 
is very much in order for two reasons. 
One is that the time when the Japanese 
war expired, creating the resolution 
which the gentleman has referred to 
before, came along in the fall, which gave 
the States a short year the first year. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yes. No States 
started building highways prior to 
October of 1945. They lost 4 months to 
start with. Then, there was a lack of 
material and shortage of labor and high 
prices, which caused the program to be 
held up. The whole program will be re¬ 
tarded and the States will lose some of 
this appropriation and there will be 
tremendous waste if this bill is not en¬ 
acted. Possibly 12 months’ grace period 
is not sufficient, but if it is not sufficient 
we can bring up another bill later. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If I 
remember correctly prior to this authori¬ 
zation the old Federal-aid authorization 
gave the States 2 years in which to act. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I think the gen¬ 
tleman is right. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Speak¬ 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I wish to 
state at this time that in my opinion this 
is very necessary legislation. As a previ¬ 
ous member of the Committee on Roads, 
I would like to compliment the gentleman 
for bringing this bill up at this time. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
chairman of the committee. 

Mr. DONDERO. I think the gentle¬ 
man has already covered the ground, but 
is it not a fact that because of the con¬ 
ditions enumerated by the gentleman, 
many of the States have been unable to 
comply with the provisions of this act, 
which makes this bill mandatory in or¬ 
der to protect the States? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is abso¬ 
lutely true. In addition, there would be 
tremendous waste, because the highway 
program would be stopped, and highways 
partly completed would be left in status 


quo until the Congress took some addi¬ 
tional action. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, as one of the mem¬ 
bers of this committee, I had an oppor¬ 
tunity to study this bill very carefully. 
The people in my particular area in the 
Northwest are very, very much in sym¬ 
pathy with this bill. I think what the 
chairman has said and what the gentle¬ 
man from Iowa [Mr. Cunningham] has 
said is absolutely true, that this bill is 
essential for our road-building program. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc.. That paragraph (d) of 
section 4 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1944, Public Law 521, Seventy-eighth Con¬ 
gress, approved December 20, 1944, is hereby 
amended by striking out the term "one year" 
where it appears in said paragraph and In¬ 
serting In lieu thereof the term “two years.” 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re¬ 
consider was laid on the table. 

TO CODIFY TITLE 18 OF THE UNITED 

STATES CODE, CRIMES AND CRIMINAL 

PROCEDURE 

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3190) 
to revise, codify, and enact into positive 
law, title 18 of the United States Code 
entitled “Crimes and Criminal Proce¬ 
dure.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill the second 
time. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Walter: On 
page 434, line 11, after the word “of”, strike 
out "three” and insert “five.” 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, the 
amendment you have just heard report¬ 
ed would have the effect, if adopted, of 
increasing the membership of the parole 
board from three to five. 

At the last session of the Congress one 
of the subcommittees of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, in studying the legisla¬ 
tion which we hoped might have the ef¬ 
fect of cutting down the criminal rate 
in this country, found a perfectly ap¬ 
palling situation in the parole board. 
That board of three members actually 
interviews upward of 10,000 prisoners 
each year. That is, personal interviews. 
In addition to that, they have to review 
the cases acted on after personal inter¬ 
views. 

There are 21 criminal institutions in 
the United States that must be visited 
by this Board at regular intervals. So 
they have a perfectly impossible job with 
the result that men are paroled accord¬ 
ing to formula who should be compelled 
to serve their full sentence. I am not 
thinking about those men who are eli¬ 
gible for parole and in whose cases no 
action can be taken because the Board 
has not the time to reach their cases; 


that is bad enough, but, significantly 
enough, over 50 percent of the criminals ' 
in the Federal institutions are repeaters. 
It seems to me that the least we can do 
is to make it possible or probable for a 
Board intelligently to pass on applica¬ 
tions for parole in order to determine 
whether or not men should be released 
from their incarceration. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield. 

Mr. CARROLL. Would the gentle¬ 
man’s amendment change existing law? 

Mr. WALTER. It does not change 
existing law at all. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield. 

Mr. COLE of New York. If it does not 
change existing law, and this bill is de¬ 
signed to codify existing law, what is the 
necessity of offering the amendment? 

Mr. WALTER. It changes existing 
law in that it changes the number of 
members on the Board. It does not, 
however, in any way affect the purpose 
of the law establishing the parole sys¬ 
tem; it merely changes the number of 
members of the Board. This is not dif¬ 
ferent from what has been done by this 
committee in this very bill. The period 
of sentence has been changed in order 
to make different crimes fit the sentences 
that have been fixed by Congress from 
. time to time. That is done throughout 
this entire title 28. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield. 

Mr. GRAHAM. As I understand the 
gentleman’s amendment it increases the 
number of members from three to five. 

Mr. WALTER. That is right. 

Mr. GRAHAM. But it does not in¬ 
crease the rate of compensation of the 
members. 

Mr. WALTER. That is right, exactly. 

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield. 

Mr. ROBSION. I may say this to the 
gentleman, this matter came up before 
our Judiciary Committee and former 
Senator George Wharton Pepper, who is 
tremendously interested in this subject, 
and others felt they had to have addi¬ 
tional authorization to increase the 
number from three to five. Otherwise 
we are not amending the law. I think 
there L no objection to it. We have a 
bill which can be called up to do this 
thing. 

Mr. WALTER. The gentleman is cor¬ 
rect, but we are this far. I do not think 
there is any doubt but that the Judiciary 
Committee would unanimously approve 
a separate bill, but we have gotten this 
far with this legislation and it certainly 
seems to me the situation is so critical 
that we ought to act as quickly as we 
possibly can. That is the reason I have 
offered this amendment at this time. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen¬ 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
differs from the five codification bills 
which have preceded it on this calen¬ 
dar in that it constitutes a revision, as 
well as a codification, of the Federal laws 
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relating to crimes ‘and criminal pro¬ 
cedure. 

A bill similar to this passed the House 
unanimously in the closing days of the 
Seventy-ninth Congress but was not 
acted upon in the other body. I believe 
that I should make a brief statement 
explaining the method of drafting the 
bill and its scope. 

The work on this revision was com¬ 
menced under the supervision of the 
former Committee on Revision of the 
Laws in 1944. That committee engaged 
the services of the West Publishing Co. 
and the Edward Thompson Co., two law¬ 
publishing companies that have assisted 
in the preparation of the original United 
States Code and every supplement and 
new edition of that code. These com¬ 
panies have worked continuously and 
closely with the Committee on Revision 
of the Laws and, since the beginning of 
this Congress, with the Committee on the 
Judiciary, and counsel for the commit¬ 
tees. In turn, the companies supple¬ 
mented their regular editorial staSs by 
engaging the, services of a reviser who 
was long familiar with the operation and 
administration of these laws. In addi¬ 
tion they assembled an outstanding 
group of men as an advisory committee 
who labored unselfishly toward achiev¬ 
ing the best revision of the criminal laws. 
A number of these men—members of the 
bench and bar of the country—appeared 
before the Committee on the Judiciary 
and testified that in their opinion this 
bill is eminently worthy of favorable 
action by the Congress. The Depart¬ 
ment of Justice also designated a rep¬ 
resentative of the Criminal Division to 
cooperate in the preparation of this re¬ 
vision. 

Several preliminary drafts of the re¬ 
vision were studied most carefully, word 
for word and line for line, by these var¬ 
ious groups, culminating in the bill now 
up for consideration. 

At the last Congress the Committee 
on the Revision of the Laws, through its 
chairman, appeared before a subcom¬ 
mittee of the Judiciary Committee and, 
in a number of sessions, pointed out and 
explained every change in substantive 
law made by the bill which had been 
reported by that committee. After full 
discussion the Committee on the Judi¬ 
ciary unanimously endorsed the then 
pending bill, which is similar to the bill 
before us today, and that bill was passed 
unanimously by the House on July 16, 
1946, in the closing days of the session. 
The bill had received the endorsement 
of the Department of Justice and the 
Section on Criminal Law of the American 
.Bar Association. I believe that I am not 
engaging in overstatement when I say 
that no bill of this magnitude ever came 
to the House with such a background of 
careful and painstaking preparation and 
• critical appraisal by so many leaders in 
this branch of the law. 

So much for the method of prepara¬ 
tion—and I want to express our appre¬ 
ciation to the learned members of the 
bench and bar who contributed so much 
of their talent and time toward this 
work. 

Now as to the scope of the bill. 
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This bill is a restatement of the Fed¬ 
eral laws relating to crimes and criminal 
procedure in effect on April 15, 1947. 
Most of these laws are now set forth in 
title 18 of the United States Code and 
are based upon the 1909 Criminal Code— 
which was the last revision of criminal 
laws enacted by the Congress—and sub¬ 
sequent laws on the subject. Of course, 
title 18 of the United States Code is only 
prima facie evidence of the law which is 
contained in numerous volumes of the 
Statutes at Large. Upon the enactment 
of this bill it will no longer be necessary 
to have recourse to those numerous vol¬ 
umes. All the law will be set out in one 
place and amendments in the future will 
be facilitated because of the orderly ar¬ 
rangement of the laws within one title. 

Just a year ago with the adoption of 
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure 
many statutes became obsolete or super¬ 
seded, but, of course, were not specif¬ 
ically repealed. These together with 
other obsolete, superseded, redundant, 
and repetitious statutes are repealed by 
this bill, and the effect of the rules is 
clearly set forth in the revision. 

The law is restated in simple, clear, 
and concise language. Many sections of 
existing statutes are consolidated to fa¬ 
cilitate finding the law. The advantages 
of codes are too well known to require 
any lengthy exposition on my part at 
this time. 

You will find no radical changes in the 
philosophy of our criminal law in this 
bill. There is no attempt made here to 
coddle criminals and wrongdoers. Nor 
is this bill a subject of partisanship. Its 
predecessor which passed the House 
unanimously in the Seventy-ninth Con¬ 
gress had been reported unanimously by 
the Committee on the Revision of the 
Laws and had received the unanimous 
endorsement of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. This bill has also been re¬ 
ported unanimously by the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Favorable action by the House today 
will constitute a big step toward an or¬ 
derly and systematic code of laws and 
will prove a boon to the bench and bar 
and the public generally. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in opposition to the amendment 
only for the purpose of suggesting that 
to some extent the gentleman’s amend¬ 
ment is in violation of the understand¬ 
ing on which these bills were submitted 
to the House for passage today. It was 
understood that they were simply codi¬ 
fications of existing law and undertook 
to make no changes in existing law. 

I understand that prqbably the gen¬ 
tleman’s amendment has considerable 
merit, and I see several members of the 
Committee on the Judiciary on the floor. 
I certainly am not in a position and have 
no desire to raise any criticism of pro¬ 
cedure or objection to it, but it does 
seem to be a violation of the understand¬ 
ing under which these bills were sub¬ 
mitted. 

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of New York. I yield. 

Mr. ROBSION. I pointed out when I 
made my statement with reference to the 
first five bills that we considered, that 


they were purely a codification. But 
there are some changes in this bill (H. R. 
3198), I mean, for instance, when we 
were considering this bill the Philippine 
Islands were a part of the United States. 
We had many laws applicable to the 
Philippine Islands when she was a part 
of the United States that are no longer in 
force because the Philippines are no 
longer a part of the United States. 
Those laws we cut out. 

We also found going through criminal 
law with the Department of Justice, the 
bar association, and the representatives 
of the Federal courts that Congress has 
passed many acts almost identical. In 
some of them the penalty was fixed at 
5 years and in others, fixed at 6 months. 
We thought it wise to clarify and har¬ 
monize these. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
so long as these distinguished gentlemen 
of the Judiciary Committee are satisfied 
with this procedure and with this bill, I 
shall not use the time of the House 
further. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of New York! I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I hold 
in my hand a copy of the committee re¬ 
port which. I wish the Members would 
look at carefully. Where there is any 
indication of change every one of these 
questions is fully explained in the re¬ 
port. If we start to amend now we are 
liable to get into trouble. I favor the 
bill suggested by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania but I hope it will not be 
interjected here because it will upset the 
procedure which must be followed if we 
ever hope to accomplish this purpose. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Is the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania in the report accom¬ 
panying this bill to which he has re¬ 
ferred? 

Mr. MICHENER. * No; it is not. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on. 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Walter]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker being in doubt, the. House 
divided, and there were—ayes 38, noes 6. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon¬ 
sider was laid on the table. 

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 

Mr. STEVENSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the Record and include a 
report to his constituents. 

REVISION OP TITLE 28, UNITED STATES 
CODE 

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3214) 
to revise, codify, and enact into law title 
28 of the United States Code entitled 
“Judicial Code and Judiciary.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, this bill H. R. 3214 
deals with the judiciary and judicial 
procedure and I wish to call attention 
merely to one part of it. That is the part 
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